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ABSTRACT

The inevitable closure and remediation phase of a mine’s lifecycle routinely causes
negative socio-economic and environmental impacts for nearby communities. For mines
operating on Indigenous territories, where communities have complex and nuanced connections
to land and varying levels of jurisdiction, these issues are further exacerbated by the exclusion of
Indigenous voices from planning and decision-making. Using qualitative document analysis and
semi-structured interviews, this research sought to understand company approaches to socio-
economic closure planning and community engagement across the North, and then examined
Nunavik, Québec, as a case study to explore mine closure governance. The results show that
mine companies across the North are inadequately addressing the socio-economic aspects of
closure and inconsistently involving communities in the closure planning process. In Nunavik,
government policies do little to regulate these aspects of mine closure, which has allowed for
considerable variation in closure planning strategies between the companies operating in the
region. These shortcomings in closure policies and industry practices mean governments and

companies risk reproducing past closure and remediation failures.
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CHAPTER ONE:
INTRODUCTION

1.1. Introduction

Since its inception, Canada has been a country reliant on resource extraction —
particularly minerals and metals — and the separation of Indigenous peoples from the land where
those resources exist. During the post-war economic boom of the 1950s and 60s, Canada’s settler
government began to reimagine its provincial and territorial North® as a site for vast economic
gains through mineral extraction from lands they saw as largely uninhabited and open for
exploitation. During this time, the federal government heavily subsidized industrial development
to stimulate what they hoped would be a Northern mineral boom, bringing more projects and
more development (Loo, 2017). Major mining developments in the North introduced economic
and environmental changes to areas characterised by Indigenous populations practicing
community systems of subsistence harvesting and mutual aid (Boutet, Keeling, & Sandlos,

2015).

This development agenda would, the government hoped, have the dual benefit of
generating wealth for the country’s new settler population and bringing Euro-centric social and
economic systems to remote lands and the Indigenous peoples who have lived there (Coates,
1985; Keeling & Sandlos, 2009). Keeling and Sandlos (2009) succinctly explain that Northern
mineral development “was one of the primary means ... by which the Canadian government
attempted to advance a modernization agenda in the North, in effect colonizing the region

through the subsidized provision of infrastructure and capital ... to support the development of

! There are many definitions of “North” in Canada and internationally. For the purpose of this thesis, the North
refers to the three territories (Yukon, Northwest Territories, and Nunavut) and the two provincial northern regions
where Inuit are the demographic majority (Nunavik and the northern portion of Labrador).



private sector and strategic military mega-projects” (p. 122). The state extended its reach into

Northern Indigenous territories to experiment with what they believed to be an underdeveloped
region. Canada attempted to bring the North (both its land and its peoples) into the modern age
by introducing wage labour, imposing European health and education services on communities,

and encouraging non-Indigenous settlement in the North.

Many of the mines opened in the 20" century ended up abandoned and/or poorly
remediated, leaving behind harmful legacies that continue to cost Canada billions of dollars
(Office of the Auditor General of Canada, 2002). Mining is a volatile boom-bust industry, and
the closure of a mine site is more often the result of economic and technical circumstances that
make extraction unprofitable, as opposed to the exhaustion of an orebody (Laurence, 2006).
Closure and remediation have also historically been an afterthought for both industry and
government (Laurence, 2006; Mackasey, 2000). This means closure frequently happens abruptly,
with little warning or time for impacted communities to prepare. Mines are simply abandoned
with minimal or no remediation efforts (Dance, 2015; Mackasey, 2000). While Canada did not
see the northern mineral boom that the government had hoped for,? the mines that did operate in
this era went on to cause decades, even generations of environmental, social, and economic harm
to northern peoples due to loose regulations and virtually non-existent closure laws (Dance,
2015; Mackasey, 2000). Over 150 abandoned mine sites have been identified in Yukon,
Northwest Territories, and Nunavut, and the Northern Abandoned Mine Reclamation Program
has a multi-billion dollar budget to address just 8 of the most severe cases (CIRNAC, 2019;

Mackasey, 2000).

2 In the Northwest Territories, for example, only six mines operated between 1950 and 1997 (Buell, 2006).



When a mine closes, nearby communities may experience a multitude of negative
impacts ranging from environmental contamination and subsequent health risks to economic
decline, outmigration, and community-wide disruptions, even collapse. These kinds of impacts
have been observed across the globe and can last for decades. Mine wastes and degrading
infrastructure can cause dangerous chemicals to leach into the receiving environmental, harming
aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems (Franks, Boger, Ote, & Mulligan, 2011; Hudson-Edwards,
Jamieson, & Lottermoser, 2011; Kossoff et al., 2014; Ripley, Redmann, & Crowder, 1996). For
remote communities with few industries, the closure of a major mine site can leave them without
adequate financial resources to support their families or maintain critical infrastructure and
services (Bradbury & St-Martin, 1983; Burns & Church, 2018; Lapalme, 2003). Contracts end,
travel to the region is reduced, and demand for goods and services declines (Bowes-Lyon,
Richards, & McGee, 2009; Edwards & Maritz, 2019). Families may leave their homes to find
work elsewhere, severing important social ties and further exacerbating community financial
hardships (Archer & Bradbury, 1992; Kendall, 1992; Rodon & Lévesque, 2015). In the absence
of alternative industries to absorb labour and fill investment gaps, the benefits a community may
have experienced during the mine’s life are unlikely to contribute meaningfully to long-term

community sustainability (Bowes-Lyon et al., 2009; Rodon & Lévesque, 2015).

These impacts are more complex for mines operation on Indigenous lands, where
Indigenous peoples have varying levels of jurisdiction and whose food security, sovereignty, and
cultural practices are often tied to the environment. Indigenous communities can suffer the same
economic and social hardships as southern and non-Indigenous peoples, especially if many
community members are working for the mine and/or a significant amount of mining royalties

are being collected by residents and local governments. Additionally, though, Indigenous peoples



suffer additional impacts due to the integral role that land and water play in not only their
survival but also their cultural well-being. For many Indigenous peoples, the land, all of its
human and non-human inhabitants, and the activities that occur on it are critical components of
their culture, identity, and social organization (Richmond, 2009; Scott, 2001; Todd, 2014; Willox
et al., 2012). Toxic leaching can contaminate a community’s source of drinking water, and the
physical alterations to the landscape can inhibit their ability to hunt, trap, and harvest on the land
and therefore hinder important cultural activities (Buell, 2006; Horowitz et al., 2018; Keeling &
Sandlos, 2017). To degrade Indigenous lands via resource extraction is to degrade important
place-based connections that form the basis of many Indigenous peoples’ social and cultural
identities. Thus, not only is the physical landscape changed in this context, but social and cultural
landscapes are also altered in dramatic ways (Bainton & Holcombe, 2018; Cohen, 2017).
Furthermore, Indigenous peoples have historically been left out of conversations about resource
policy and mineral development on their lands, leaving them with little say in the matter

(Hipwell, Mamen, Weitzner, & Whiteman, 2002).

Tighter regulations, scientific advances, and increased political pressure on the industry
over the last 30 years have improved mine closure practices in Canada. International industry
organizations have increasingly recognized the importance of mine closure as well, resulting in
best practice guidelines that emphasize early planning, community engagement, and socially and
culturally appropriate remediation techniques (International Council on Mining & Metals,
2019b). However, significant gaps remain in mine closure governance. Closure and remediation
still tends to focus more on physically cleaning up the land and containing wastes, while the
social and economic impacts of closure on nearby communities are neglected (Bainton &

Holcombe, 2018; Beckett & Keeling, 2019; Laurence, 2006; Stacey, Naude, Hermanus, &



Frankel, 2010). Within Canada, closure and remediation governance are also inconsistent across
provincial and territorial borders and little federal guidance exists, leaving some places and
peoples more vulnerable than others (Dance, Monosky, Keeling, & Sandlos, in press).
Indigenous peoples have gained greater access to decision making with regard to resource
development on their lands through the settlement of land claims and signing of Impact and
Benefit Agreements (IBA), but engagement is often based on southern, settler expectations,
attitudes, and beliefs that tend to tokenize Indigenous Knowledge (IK) to facilitate development
(Baker & Westman, 2018; Dokis, 2015; Sandlos & Keeling, 2016a). IBAs and processes like
Environmental and Social Impact Assessments (ESIA) also tend to focus on the development
and operational issues, rather than closure. Furthermore, there are few successful examples of
community engaged closure planning, and so literature on the topic is limited to descriptions of
past failures or consultant reports without clear, demonstrable examples (Bainton & Holcombe,
2018; Morrison-Saunders, 2019; Stacey et al., 2010). Finally, despite the increase in both the
quantity and authority of local and Indigenous agencies to control their lands and resources,
ultimate decision making power still typically falls to the federal government regardless of IBAs
or Indigenous land rights, limiting the potential for true local control over mining (Christensen &

Grant, 2007; Nadasdy, 2003; White, 2002).

Many of the shortcomings of mine closure governance and industry practices can be
observed in mine closure plans. Mine closure plans are the official documents submitted to and
approved by provincial or territorial governments that outline exactly how a mine site will be
closed and remediated. They describe the methods used for ceasing operations, decommissioning

infrastructure, containing and removing wastes, and, sometimes, rehabilitating the surrounding



environment.® Broadly, these plans are meant to ensure post-closure environmental quality and

human safety.

Only in the late 20" century, as they confronted a growing list of abandoned and poorly
remediated mine sites, did the provinces and territories begin implementing regulations that
required mine companies to produce closure plans early in the mine’s life. These regulations
vary across jurisdictions, but typically companies are required to submit a preliminary closure
plan before the mine receives authorization and must submit interim closure plans every five
years to account for any changes in operations or the physical and social environments. These
routine revisions allow for the incorporation of new knowledge as it is developed or collected,
potentially creating space for Indigenous peoples to suggest changes that reflect the particular,
evolving needs of their communities and lands. This rarely occurs, as will be discussed in
Chapter Three, but it does offer opportunities for reflection and improvement if utilized
effectively. More often, these revisions are limited to changing financial costs and incorporating

new research about the site.

Depending on the location of the mine site, community consultations may or may not be
required in mine closure planning. In cases where this is required, the consultants hired or the
company employees responsible for consultations for closure planning will not necessarily be
knowledgeable about good community engagement practices or the socio-economic aspects of
closure. Legislation dictating what exactly these plans must contain, when they must be written

and updated, and the processes for producing them vary considerably across the provinces and

3 Closure plans also usually explain methods for progressive closure or progressive reclamation — closure processes
that occur while the mine is still in operations that facilitate the efficiency of closure later on at the end of the mine’s
life. For example, when one mine pit is depleted of valuable minerals steps may be taken to begin remediation for
that pit despite the mine, as a whole, still being in operation.



territories. Consequently, there is little consistency in important components of mine closure
plans, such as environmental assessment processes and financial commitments (Dance et al., in
press). Furthermore, there are few legal obligations for mine companies to address socio-
economic issues or conduct socio-economic impact assessments (Kabir, Rabbi, Chowdhury, &
Akbar, 2015). As a result, closure planning in Canada continues to be more about finding
engineering solutions to physical problems, while crucial socio-economic, cultural, and historical
aspects of mine closure are left out of the conversation (Bainton & Holcombe, 2018; Beckett &

Keeling, 2019; Roberts, Veiga, & Peiter, 2000).

1.2. Research Purpose and Questions

The purpose of this research was to understand the challenges and opportunities for
incorporating Indigenous Knowledge (1K) and the negative socio-economic impacts of mine
closure in closure plans in northern Canada. This was done by examining industry practices for
mine closure planning across Canada’s three territories (Yukon, Northwest Territories, and
Nunavut) and two provincial regions of Inuit Nunangat* (Nunavik and Nunatsiavut), and then
focusing on Nunavik, Québec, as a case study in mine closure governance. Much of the research
that has occurred on northern mine closure has sought to document the legacies left behind after
closure has already occurred, whereas this research was a unique opportunity to examine (and
contribute to) mine closure planning as it is happening. While the socio-economic impacts of
mine closure experienced by many northern communities are fairly well documented in
academic literature (Bainton & Holcombe, 2018; Bowes-Lyon et al., 2009; Gibson & Klinck,
2005; Horowitz et al., 2018; Sandlos & Keeling, 2016c¢), it is yet to be seen how closure planning

is accounting for those impacts and how Indigenous peoples’ contributions to remediation

4 Inuit homelands, which stretch across northern Canada from Yukon to Labrador.



planning could influence closure outcomes (Haalboom, 2014). Furthermore, although closure
plans are critical documents that outline exactly how closure and remediation will happen and
must be approved by the respective territorial or provincial government, they are rarely the

subject of public or academic scrutiny.

This research aims to contribute to a greater understanding of the scope of issues being
addressed in closure planning, how extractive industries are consulting with Indigenous
communities, and if and how those consultations are integrated into closure plans. Beyond
contributing to academic knowledge about mine closure, a primary objective of this research was
to produce knowledge that was valuable for Nunavimmiut® and Closure Plan Sub-Committee for
the Glencore Raglan Mine in Nunavik. This project was designed in consultation with the Raglan
Mine Closure Plan Sub-Committee to ensure that outcomes contributed positively to and

facilitated their work, which will be discussed in greater detail later in this chapter.
Based on these objectives, this research sought to answer the following questions:

(1) How do mine closure plans differ across Northern Canada in terms of community

engagement and the inclusion of non-technical issues and local/Indigenous knowledge?

(2) What knowledge and attitudes do government and industry actors in Nunavik have

about mine closure impacts and Inuit engagement? And

(3) How do these different knowledge and attitudes shape the process of mine closure

planning and Inuit engagement in Nunavik?

5 Inuit of Nunavik



To answer these questions, | used participant observation, semi-structured interviews, and
document analysis to understand mine closure practices in the North and to map out the closure
regulatory framework in Nunavik. By engaging with government and industry actors and
participating in the work of the Raglan Mine Closure Plan Sub-Committee, this research can
contribute to improvements in the industry and government’s ability to produce mine closure
plans that protect Indigenous land, resources, and communities. Furthermore, by uncovering
gaps in knowledge, regulations, and closure planning practices in Nunavik, this research
contributes to the expertise of the Raglan Mine Closure Plan Sub-Committee so its members are
better equipped to design a mine closure plan that meets the needs, values, and priorities of the
Inuit communities of Salluit and Kangigsujuag. Secondary to those goals, this research
contributes to both academic and industry knowledge about best practices for community
engagement to ideally facilitate a shift from knowledge about the negative impacts of closure to

improving applied methods for mine closure planning so those impacts can be avoided entirely.

1.3. Background: Resource Development in Nunavik

Mines are unique in that the location of extraction is based primarily on where valuable
mineral deposits exist, and less so on proximity to other resources like transportation
infrastructure and large labour pools. As a result, they are often located away from population
centres and draw employment from rural communities. In the Canadian North, where small
populations are spread over a vast geographic region, mines provide relatively high wages and
infrastructure improvements to communities that may otherwise struggle to diversify and sustain
formal economies (Gibson & Klinck, 2005). This makes the region especially susceptible to the

impacts of mine closure. Communities that rely on mining then often struggle to diversify after a



mine closes, and few mining communities manage to do this successfully (Veiga, Scoble, &

McAllister, 2001).

Mines in the North operate within a unique social, economic, and political environment.
The region has a higher Indigenous population and a much younger overall population than the
south (Southcott, 2014). There are also complex governance structures that can include federal,
provincial, territorial, local, and Indigenous governments as well as a mosaic of historic treaties,
modern land claims agreements, and IBAs. As stated, the Canadian government did not get the
Northern mineral boom that they had hoped and subsistence livelihoods were not entirely
eliminated by wage labour (Buell, 2006; Keeling & Sandlos, 2016). Despite this, the industry
continues to play a major role in the Northern economy. Resource-related employment makes up
a higher percentage of total jobs in the North than in the south, and mineral exploration,
extraction, and processing contribute to much of the region’s economic growth (Marshall, 2019;
Northwest Territories Department of Industry Tourism and Investment, 2014; Southcott, 2014).
The North is also characterized, though, by the leakage of mineral profits out of the region
(Morgan, 2015). Technology and labour is brought in from the south, and the owners of mines
and exploration companies are rarely northerners (J. N. Larsen & Fondahl, 2015). Recent
institutional changes, like federal devolution and the growing authority of Indigenous
governments, have increased local control over resources, but human and financial capacity
challenges make it difficult for Northern authorities and organizations to effectively govern the

mine industry (Coates et al., 2014; J. N. Larsen & Fondahl, 2015).

1.3.1. Case Study: Nunavik, Québec
Nunavik is Québec’s northern region, covering one-third of the province from the 55™

parallel to the northernmost coast of Québec along the Hudson Strait (Fig. 1.1). Inuit have lived
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Figure 1.1: Map of Northern Villages and mines in Nunavik, Québec. Map produced in ArcGIS 10.7.1
using Statistics Canada (2016) data and contains information licensed under the Open Government
License — Canada.
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in this region for thousands of years, while European contact occurred only a few hundred years
ago (Fabbi, Rodon, & Finke, 2017). Today, it is home to over 13,000 people, 11,800 of whom
(85%) are Inuit (Statistics Canada, 2016). The population resides in 14 communities that trace
the coast of Hudson’s Bay and Ungava Bay, with Kuujjuaq being the largest community and
administrative centre. The communities range in population from 224 to 2862 (Institut de la
statistique du Québec, 2020). Households typically engage in a combination of wage labour and
subsistence hunting and fishing (Chabot, 2003; Ready & Power, 2018), with the majority of
employment coming from public sector service provisions (Statistics Canada, 2016). Despite the
increasing prevalence of wage employment in these communities, country foods remain an
integral part of the region’s food security (Chabot, 2003; Makivik Corporation, 2014b). The two
active mines in the region (Raglan Mine and Nunavik Nickel) employ a relatively small number
of Inuit, approximately 200 (Séguin, 2018), however the industry contributes significantly to the
region’s economic growth (Rogers, 2015), while IBAs® bring in additional money and
opportunities through profit sharing agreements, trust fund payments, preferential hiring, and

training and education programs (Natural Resources Canada, 2007; Séguin & Lariviere, 2011).

Mine closure planning in Nunavik occurs within a landscape of multi-level and ever-
evolving governance systems and a unique commitment by Raglan Mine to community-engaged
closure. Nunavik is not officially a self-governing region, but instead is a treaty territory with
some self-governing structures but that Québec and the Crown still have significant authority
over (Rodon, 2014). The region is governed by a complex web of provincial and regional

authorities and private agreements. Provincially, the Ministére de I'Environnement et de la Lutte

& Much of the benefits from IBAs are directed to the three communities that have signed IBAs with mining
companies (Salluit, Kangigsujuag, and Puvirnitug), although Makivik Corporation uses the money they receive as a
signatory on both IBAs to invest in projects throughout the region.
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Contre les Changements Climatiques (MELCC) and Ministére de I'Energie et des Ressources
Naturelles (MERN) play the greatest role in regulating mine closure. Regionally, Makivik
Corporation, the Kativik Regional Government (KRG), the Kativik Environmental Advisory
Committee (KEAC), and the Kativik Environmental Quality Commission (KEQC) all have
varying roles in regulating the mine industry and ensuring Inuit participation in decision making
and planning. The two operating mines in Nunavik, the Glencore Raglan Mine’ and Canadian
Royalties’ Nunavik Nickel, are also governed by their respective IBAs signed between the
companies, Makivik Corporation, and the communities most impacted by their activities.® These
agreements outline a variety of environmental, employment, financial, and engagement
requirements that the companies must meet, in addition to provincial regulatory requirements.
Raglan Mine’s IBA laid the groundwork for the company’s current unique closure planning
strategy. It required the establishment of the Raglan Committee, a group comprised of three Inuit
and three Raglan Mine representatives that meet multiple times each year to discuss mine
operations and ensure the enforcement of the Raglan Agreement. In 2018, in response to
community members’ concerns and questions about Raglan Mine’s tailings storage facility, the
company established the Raglan Mine Closure Plan Sub-committee® (which reports to the Raglan

Committee) to work exclusively on reviewing the mine’s closure strategies.

The Raglan Closure Plan Sub-committee has committed to meeting at least two times per
year for the duration of the mine’s lifecycle to create a space for the company and two

communities to develop a closure plan that meets the needs and priorities of the communities.

" The full, official name is Raglan Mine, a Glencore Company. For the sake of simplicity and ease of reading,
Raglan Mine will be used throughout this thesis.

8 Salluit and Kangigsujuaq are signatories of the Raglan Mine IBA, called the Raglan Agreement. Salluit,
Kangigsujuag, and Puvirnitug are signatories of the Nunavik Nickel IBA, called the Nunavik Nickel Agreement.
% Hereafter referred to as the Raglan closure sub-committee
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Members include Raglan Mine employees specializing in environmental remediation and
community relations, mine-community liaisons from Salluit and Kangigsujuag, leaders and
landholding corporation (LHC) employees from the communities, the Mining Development
Manager from Makivik, and experts in physical and social aspects of mine remediation
(including my supervisor). Together, members have been meticulously reviewing the entirety of
Raglan Mine’s existing closure plan to determine what is missing or needs improving to ensure
that the next version of the closure plan has adequate safeguards for Inuit land use, resources,
and ecological integrity, while maximizing community benefits. It allows community
representatives consistent and long-term access to the company to ask important closure-specific
questions, learn about and become experts on closure and remediation, and push the company to

address topics that are frequently left out of the closure planning process.

1.3.2. Political History of Nunavik

The history of Nunavik’s path to self-governance® is tied to Québec’s desire to expand
its reach northward and secure its own independence from the federal government. To
Qallunaat,** Nunavik was a vast, untouched hinterland to be used and extracted from to suit the
needs of the new settler population. Not only does Nunavik contain physical resources that
benefit Québec in terms of financial capital and meeting energy needs, but it has also offered an
opportunity for Québec to demonstrate its self-reliance and independence from the rest of
Canada by solidifying its vast borders and uniting its (non-Indigenous) population through
energy and resource development (Hervé, 2017; Wera & Martin, 2008). However, resource

development in “Nouveau Québec” also resulted in the dramatic alteration and often destruction

10 Self-governance within the province of Québec as defined by the government. Inuit of course governed
themselves before the arrival of Europeans.
11 People who are not Inuit.
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of traditional Inuit and Cree lands and has historically occurred with little or no consultation with
the people who have occupied and sustained themselves on that land for thousands of years. In
response to this lack of consultation, Cree and Inuit in Québec have worked to assert their rights
to this land to protect their culture and livelihood activities, and to secure a future for themselves

and their children.

Throughout the 20" century, Nunavik shifted between being under territorial, provincial,
and federal governance regimes. Before the province became interested in the region in the early
1900s, Nunavimmiut had relationships with Europeans mainly through Christian missionaries
and trade activities with the Hudson’s Bay Company (HBC). The HBC became active in the
region after being granted ownership over it by King Charles 11 in 1670 and later establishing
trade posts (Kirkey, 2015). Originally included in the NWT, the Québec government acquired
the region through an agreement with the federal government in 1912, without consulting any
Inuit (Nungak, 2017; Rodon, 2014). Nevertheless, the Québec government continued to neglect
Nunavik and eventually argued in court that Inuit fell under the Indian Act and therefore were
the responsibility of the federal government (Rodon, 2014). The federal government agreed to
assume responsibility for the region in 1939 and began providing services like RCMP (the first
physical government presence in the region), family allowances, old age pensions, and
rudimentary housing (Nungak, 2017). By the mid-1950s governing in Nunavik occurred
primarily through the newly created federal Department of Northern Affairs and Natural
Resources, whose main priority was to encourage Inuit society to adapt to modern Canadian
society and give up their traditional livelihoods entirely to participate in the formal capitalist

economy (Hervé, 2017). Around the same time, community councils were established in the
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villages to stimulate civic engagement and develop initiatives at the local level,*? but these were

largely Qallunaat creations that went underutilized by Inuit (Hervé, 2017).

Québec would not substantially enter the governance picture until the 1960s when it
became clear that there were significant opportunities for energy and resource development, at
which point the province suddenly reimagined their Northern region as a vast site of resources
waiting to be utilized for southern gain (Gombay, 2013). Stoked by growing Québec separatism
and nationalism in the 60s and 70s, Quebecers believed the potential for natural resource
development in Northern Québec would help the province meet its rapidly growing energy
demands from its expanding southern population and increase its independence from the rest of
Canada (Desbiens, 2004; Wera & Martin, 2008). The province quickly established the Direction
General du Nouveau Québec (DGNQ) to provide services to Inuit, began giving Inuit
communities French names, and negotiated an agreement with the federal government that

would return governance responsibilities to Quéebec (Hervé, 2017; Nungak, 2017).

As part of its mission for autonomy, in the 1960s the provincial government in power
nationalized Hydro-Québec and gave it full access to all rivers within Québec’s borders (Wera &
Martin, 2008). In 1971, premier Robert Bourassa announced the James Bay hydroelectric
project, which would require flooding thousands of square kilometres of traditional Cree and
Inuit lands without any Indigenous consultation (Gossage & Little, 2012). Bourassa promised the
project would create tens of thousands of jobs, advance the economy, and bring Québec into the
modern era (Ma, Hipel, & De, 2005). While the court case and subsequent negotiations would be

a defining moment for Inuit to have their demands heard and assert their rights to their traditional

12 Inuit communities have always had their own forms of governing and systems for solving community problems.
These community councils were meant to promote civic engagement that was recognizable to non-Inuit provincial
authorities.
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territory, the hydro project itself was an important part of the assertion of settler Québécois

identity (Desbiens, 2004).

In response to the James Bay project, Québec Cree and Nunavik Inuit began to formally
organize. The Cree established the Indians of Québec Association (IQA) and Nunavik Inuit
formed the Northern Québec Inuit Association (NQIA), which would later become Makivik
Corporation. In the same year, the Québec government moved forward with their plans and
began blasting large sections of land to facilitate dam construction (Gossage & Little, 2012). The
IQA and NQIA quickly developed a partnership and took the government to court for violating
Indigenous rights (Desbiens, 2004; Nungak, 2017). Throughout this court case Cree and Inuit
had to teach Qallunaat about their relationships with and use of the lands affected, as well as
their historic occupation of the land that covered thousands of years (Grand Council of the Crees,
2020; Nungak, 2017). No settler government nor the British Crown had ever signed treaties with
the Indigenous peoples of this region, and Cree and Inuit argued that the hydroelectric project
directly impacted their ownership and use of the affected land (Desbiens, 2004; Kirkey, 2015).
After six months, Justice Albert Malouf sided with the Cree and Inuit. Malouf’s ruling was
quickly overturned in order to continue work on a project that was deemed to be in the
province’s best interest, but it forced the provincial government into treaty negotiations (Grand

Council of the Crees, 2020; Nungak, 2017).

Compared to the many several-decades-long treaty negotiations seen in other parts of the
country in the decades since, the James Bay and Northern Québec Agreement (JBNQA)
negotiations were short. They were challenging, though, because Indigenous leaders had to learn
to navigate a foreign court system while simultaneously trying to bridge the gap between settler

and Indigenous understandings of nature and land (Nungak, 2017). Where Cree and Inuit view
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natural resources as part of larger social and cultural relationships, Québec officials saw the
region’s water as a resource to meet financial and political needs (Desbiens, 2004). An
agreement was reached after only one year, though, due to the importance of the James Bay

project to the government (Rodon, 2014).

On November 11, 1975 the Government of Québec and the Cree and Inuit of Northern
Québec signed Canada’s first modern land claims treaty (Fabbi et al., 2017). The JBNQA
provided Inuit with many provincial services that should have already been present in the region
once it joined Québec, including health, education, justice, environmental, and economic
services (Nungak, 2017). Inuit gained other benefits like monetary wealth, job opportunities, and
the creation of Inuit governing bodies like Makivik Corporation, the KRG, the Nunavik Regional
Board of Health and Social Services, and the Kativik School Board®® (Bird & Nixon, 2004; Fabbi
et al., 2017; Rodon, 2014). These organizations had a greater level of influence over the region
than the previously underutilized community councils and were more appropriately geared
towards addressing Inuit issues than the poorly managed DGNQ that prioritized modernization
and settler culture (Fabbi et al., 2017; Nungak, 2017). Infrastructure development and Inuit
contracts with southern companies also increased, bringing greater wealth to the region (Bird &
Nixon, 2004). In return, Québec gained access to water systems necessary for their power project
and saw the extinguishment of Indigenous claims to the vast majority of the resource-rich

territories in the North.

These benefits came at a cost. As Zebedee Nungak notes, settlers in this country have
always been entitled to government services like those gained from the JBNQA, whereas Inuit

had to “trade the essence of their identity to gain access to public services” (Nungak, 2017, p.

13 Now called Kativik Ilisarnilirinig.
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79). The agreement resulted in a land regime that divided Nunavik’s 444000 square kilometres
into three categories. Category | lands are Inuit owned, Category Il are provincially owned but
with exclusive hunting, fishing, trapping, tourism, and forestry rights for Inuit, and Category IlI
lands are Crown land (table 1.1). Inuit had to relinquish their rights entirely to 85% of the region,
where Qallunaat could hunt and fish, and private companies could extract resources without Inuit

consent or consultation (Roy-Grégoire, 2013; Wera & Martin, 2008).

Table 1.1: Nunavik land regime?

Category | (1% of land)

Category 11 (14% of land)

Category 111 (85% of land)

Ownership Community owner (LHC) Québec Québec
Surface only (LHC) Surface (Qc) Surface (Qc)
Sub-surface (Qc) except Sub-surface (Qc), permitat  Sub-surface (Qc)
soapstone no cost for acquisition of
soapstone by beneficiaries
Harvesting Exclusive harvesting rights  Exclusive harvesting rights  No exclusive harvesting
and rights
Trapping  Exclusive trapping rights Exclusive trapping rights Exclusive trapping rights
Land use No mineral obtained or Development possible with  Development possible

extracted without consent
from LHC and
compensation payment
LHC authorize use and
occupation per applicable
terms and regimes
(construction, development,
residential, etc.)

compensation or land
replacement

Québec authorizes use and
occupation

Québec authorizes use and
occupation

!Adapted from Séguin and Lariviére (2011).

The JBNQA contributed significantly to Nunavik’s ability to self-govern, despite the

limitations imposed by the land regime and their continued status as a region within Québec.

Four major authorities came from the JBNQA that are directly relevant to mineral development

in Nunavik: Makivik Corporation, KRG, KEQC, and KEAC.* The establishment of these

organizations provided Nunavimmiut with funded, locally operated organizations to advance

their own agenda on the provincial and federal stage. The KRG is a supra-municipal government

14 Several other governing bodies came from the JBNQA relating to health, education, social, and other services.
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with jurisdiction over all of Nunavik®® and answers only to the Québec government (Rodon,
2018). Makivik Corporation is a land claims organization that represents the interests of
Nunavimmiut. It is an ethnic administrative authority responsible for negotiating and signing
IBASs, promoting Inuit economic and social interests, and investing compensatory funds from
IBAs and the JBNQA on behalf of Nunavik Inuit (Rodon, 2018; Séguin & Lariviére, 2011;
Wilson, 2017). The KEQC is co-managed by members from Nunavik and Québec. Of the nine
members of the KEQC, four members and the chair are appointed by the Québec Government
and approved by the KRG and four members are appointed by the KRG, of which two must be
Inuit residents of Nunavik. It is responsible for reviewing the environmental and social impacts
of proposed projects, setting conditions for developments, and approving or denying projects in
Nunavik, although ultimate decision making power lies with provincial authorities for most
projects (Jacobs, Berrouard, & Paul, 2009; Rodon, 2018; Séguin & Lariviere, 2011). Lastly, the
KEAC is a consultative body that works with other government authorities to study, highlight,
and make recommendations concerning environmental and social issues important to Nunavik

residents (Kativik Environmental Advisory Committee, n.d.).

Each community also has a local-level municipal body referred to as the Northern Village
(NV) and a local landholding corporation (LHC) that controls the use and protection of Category
I and Il lands. These local authorities do not play a direct role in mineral policy or activities
unless occurring on Category | or 1l lands, but both the NVs and LHCs of Salluit, Kangigsujuaq,
and Puvirnituq are signatories of their respective IBAs. Together, these local and regional

organizations have contributed significantly to Nunavik’s ability to self-govern despite their

15 There are some areas, Category 1A and IB lands, that are intended for the Cree community of Whapmagoostui,
which is in Nunavik. The KRG does not have jurisdiction over these areas (Séguin & Lariviére, 2011).
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existence within the larger provincial government. They were also the first Inuit-centred self-
governing bodies in any of Canada’s four Inuit regions, leading the way for future Inuit

governments (Wilson, 2017).

Interest in development did not stop after the James Bay hydroelectric project was
complete. Natural resource exploitation remained a priority for the province, especially as a
means to develop its Northern regions. In 2011, the Québec Government released Plan Nord, a
25-year economic agenda that outlines significant investments in energy, mining, forestry,
tourism, and conservation in the Northern regions of Québec'® (Fabbi et al., 2017). This agenda
was developed without consultation with the Indigenous peoples whose traditional lands were
being discussed, and to many it represented the same colonial approaches to development as the
James Bay Hydroelectric project. Plan Nord did present some benefits to Northern residents, like
infrastructure improvements and jobs (Scales, 2017), but the positive impacts did not extend far
beyond economic opportunities and neglected any planning for social and communities
development (Fabbi et al., 2017). It also strictly defines sustainability as protecting 50% of the
territory’s environment while leaving out any acknowledgement of the social and cultural
dimensions of sustainability (Rodon & Schott, 2014). In response to these clear shortcomings,
Inuit across Nunavik organized to communicate their dissatisfaction and produce a report in
response. This report titled Plan Nunavik, later called Parnasimautik'’, centred Inuit visions for
the future that brought to light the important aspects of Inuit life and health that the original Plan
Nord neglected (Fabbi et al., 2017). Parnasimautik did not outright reject Plan Nord, but instead

asserted the need for careful planning to address the boom-bust cycles inherent in resource

16 Plan Nord covers more land than just Nunavik. It extends from the 49™" parallel to cover 72% of Québec’s surface
area (Rodon, 2017).
7 This Inuktitut word translates to “what you need to be prepared” in English.
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economics, and to ensure that benefits need to address well-being instead of simply providing
job opportunities (Rodon, 2014). Importantly, the report stresses the importance of supporting
industries that are not reliant on non-renewable resources and reaffirms the desire and needs for

greater autonomy to govern in Nunavik (Makivik Corporation, 2014b; Rodon, 2014).

Parnasimautik was presented to the Plan Nord Ministerial Committee and in 2014 a new
version of Plan Nord was announced. It included promises to be respectful of Inuit communities,
but many Nunavik residents remain sceptical (Fabbi et al., 2017; Scales, 2017). Currently,
government investment remains focused on mining infrastructure (Rodon, 2014). However, like
the Raglan Agreement and the JBNQA before it, Parnasimautik demonstrates the ongoing Inuit
political action to protect themselves against Qallunaat development priorities. The swift
organization and unity that led to the Parnasimautik built on the lessons learned from many
decades of Northern resource development. Parnasimautik also made it clear to the provincial
government that Nunavimmiut want (and, many would argue, need) greater self-government to

prevent the continued imposition of southern priorities onto Northern communities.

1.3.3. Mining History of Nunavik

In addition to the James Bay project, there was a growing interest by private companies
in metal and mineral extraction in the region. Mining and politics have always been deeply
connected in Nunavik, with each new project affecting future policies, attitudes, and
development decisions. Nunavik has been the site of three major mining operations, although a
large number of exploration activities also occur throughout Nunavik. These three mines are:
Asbestos Hill (1972-1984, owned by Société Asbestos Limitée), Raglan Mine (1997-present,

owned by Glencore), and Nunavik Nickel (2012-present, owned by Canadian Royalties).
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Asbestos Hill began operations before the modern political landscape of Nunavik existed,
most notably the land regime and regional authorities established by the JBNQA and the Mining
Act, which requires companies to produce closure plans and provide financial guarantees for
remediation.'® The company was not required to consult with nearby communities or ensure
those communities saw benefits (such as preferential hiring, profit sharing, etc.) from the mine
other than the wages earned by employees during the mines operations. Weak regulations also
allowed the company to transport asbestos with minimal covering (Carney, 2016), and as a result
the mine site, Deception Bay (where the company’s ships docked) and the area in between
became contaminated with asbestos fibres (Carney, 2016; Poirier & Brooke, 2000). Asbestos
contamination did not reach the communities themselves, but Inuit working for the mine were
exposed to asbestos. Few policies existed for closure and remediation in the 1980s when the
mine shut down (Dance, 2015). A 1992 report on the status of Asbestos Hill found that materials
were left behind and began to weather and the asbestos contamination was extensive (Roche,
1992). No post-closure monitoring occurred, and tailings, waste rock piles, and an ore dump

remained on the abandoned site with minimal remediation (Carney, 2016).

Shortly after the closure of Asbestos Hill, a new company entered the region,
Falconbridge Ltd., and proposed a new nickel project approximately 20 km southeast of
Asbestos Hill that would become Raglan Mine.® Before its development, Falconbridge agreed to
do some remediation work on Asbestos Hill, and in exchange the provincial government sold

them infrastructure and equipment from the site (Carney, 2016). This remediation work

18 Although originally adopted in 1987, the Mining act would not require closure plans or financial guarantees until
it was amended in 1995. In 2013 it was further refined to require closure plans before the mining lease is given and
financial securities that cover 100% of estimated remediation costs (Amos, Audoin, & Lapointe, 2009; Amyot,
Paradis, & Gagnon, 2013).

19 Falconbridge was the original owner of Raglan Mine. Xstrata acquired Falconbridge in 2006, and then in 2013
merged with Glencore, who are now the parent company of Raglan Mine.
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continued for seven years but was never completed. Inuit from Salluit and Kangigsujuaq
continue to have concerns about contamination and leaching from the site, and its impact on
local wildlife and water systems (Carney, 2016). Some also feel that Falconbridge took money
from the government for a project that was never finished (Lanari, Smith, & Okituk, 1999).
Today, minimal additional clean-up has occurred and the tailings pile that was left appears to be
eroding (Interview #6). In 2019, the provincial government finally took responsibility and added

Asbestos Hill to its list of abandoned mines targeted for remediation.

Asbestos Hill quickly became the example of what Nunavimmiut do not want to happen
with future mine sites in Nunavik. In the 1990s, when Falconbridge was moving forward with
the planning and development of Raglan Mine, community members had a greater understanding
of what they should require from mine companies as well as experience in organizing to resist
and influence development projects in Nunavik. The company, too, understood that Inuit had a
negative perception of the industry because of Asbestos Hill. While Raglan Mine would be
developed on Category Il lands and therefore did not legally require Inuit consultation or
compensation, the company was incentivized to work with Inuit communities and regional
authorities to build strong, positive relationships so the Raglan Mine project could move ahead
unimpeded (Dufresne, 1996). As a result, Falconbridge went through an extensive consultation
process with Salluit, Kangigsujuag, and Makivik to come to a mutually beneficial agreement that
would facilitate development and see benefits and protections for Inuit (Roy-Grégoire, 2013).
The consultations leading up to the IBA were in addition to the consultation requirements for an
ESIA. The result was the first IBA between a mine company and Indigenous community in
Canada, named the Raglan Agreement and signed in 1995 between the company, the

Landholding Corporations and Northern Villages of Salluit and Kangigsujuag, and Makivik. The
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agreement included protections for sacred sites (identified by Makivik and KRG), employment
and training opportunities and preferential hiring, Inuit-focused human resource strategies,
literacy programs for communities, and requirements for the company to exceed Québec’s
minimal environmental regulations (Bird & Nixon, 2004; Séguin & Lariviére, 2011).
Additionally, 4.5% of the mine’s profits go to the Salluit, Kangigsujuaq, and Makivik (Rodon,

2018).

Like the IBNQA, the Raglan Agreement further contributed to Nunavimmiut self-
governance. The IBA created formal structures for Inuit to participate in decision-making for the
mine. The Raglan Committee, for example, has members from the company and both community
signatories who meet multiple times each year to discuss operations and collaboratively address
challenges (Bird & Nixon, 2004). Equally important, though, was the precedent that was set by
the Raglan Agreement. Canadian Royalties?® began planning for the development of the Nunavik
Nickel mine in the early 2000s and, like Raglan Mine, had no legal requirements to consult with
Nunavimmiut because the site would be located on Category 11l lands. The company followed
the same path as Raglan Mine, however, and signed an IBA with Makivik and the Landholding
Corporations of Salluit, Kangigsujuag, and Puvirnitug. The Nunavik Nickel Agreement also
contains provisions for preferential hiring of Inuit, preferential contracting for local businesses,
training programs, and profit sharing between the three communities and Makivik (Séguin &
Lariviére, 2011). The agreement was signed in 2008 and in 2012 Nunavik Nickel began

operations.

20 Canadian Royalties is the owner/operator of the Nunavik Nickel mine. Its parent company is Jilien Jien Nickel
Industry Co.
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1.4. Methods and Ethics in Northern Research

Academic research, and especially the field of Geography, is rooted in European
imperialism and has been used intentionally as a tool for settler colonialism and the
dispossession of land from Indigenous peoples. As Castleden et al. (2012) explain, “British
common law designated much of the Canadian landscape as terra nullius, or empty lands,
creating the necessary legal conditions for Indigenous communities to be forcefully excluded and
marginalized from their traditional territories” (p. 161). Map-making confined Indigenous
peoples and delegitimized their claims to traditional lands, health research used Indigenous
peoples as subjects of experiment without their consent, and social science represented
Indigenous cultures as being primitive, less than human, and relegated to the past (Brealey, 1995;
Castleden et al., 2012; Coombes, Johnson, & Howitt, 2014). Academic research has also been
conceptualized within a Western research paradigm that values claims of objectivity, separates
humans from nature, and positions the researcher as the knowledge holder and Indigenous
peoples as passive subjects of research (Battiste, 2014; Emilie Cameron, 2012; Koster, Baccar, &
Lemelin, 2012). Research methods often reflect colonial systems and institutions that are
oppressive to the Indigenous communities that many geographers wish to do research with/for/on
(Coombes et al., 2014). In Northern Canada, small communities have long struggled with the
burden of frequently hosting southern researchers, who consume limited resources and often
come and go with minimal or no consultation with the community and without producing useful
outcomes for them (Barker, 2017; Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami, 2018; Moffitt, Chetwynd, & Todd,
2015). Substantial social and economic inequities exist between Inuit and the research
community, and countless researchers have built their careers off Indigenous subjects while

producing few positive outcomes for communities that improve their material conditions
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(Brunet, Hickey, & Humphries, 2016; Castleden et al., 2012; Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami, 2018).
Research that does not critically reflect on these failures risks reproducing them and thus

reproducing colonial relations and power structures.

As a non-Indigenous, southern Canadian | have spent most of my life with no social or
cultural connections to northern Canada. As a youth growing up and attending grade school in a
southern, predominantly white community I learned little about the histories and unique
experiences of northern Indigenous peoples. | am an outsider to the North. I have lived most of
my life in southern British Columbia where | developed an interest in learning about the issues
facing Indigenous peoples through my undergraduate studies, but my ability to truly understand
these issues has and will always be limited by my own background. Additionally, | am a
researcher working within a system that has historically harmed many Indigenous peoples
through unethical experimentation and misrepresentation. In reflecting on her own work in the
North, Zoe Todd succinctly captures the feelings that | have as outsider and researcher,
explaining that “[the North] is not my home, and | was not raised in its laws, lands, and stories. |
am, and always will be, a visitor to Northern places, and | must be aware of the reciprocal duties
| hold to Northern nations, laws, and governance” (Moffitt et al., 2015). It is my responsibility to
carry the knowledge and implications of my own positionality and the shortcomings of the
academy with me as | conduct research, and constantly reflect on the power that I wield as a

researcher and mitigate potential harms as much as possible.

While the purpose of this research was not to access information about IK or culture from
Inuit communities, it does centre issues faced by Inuit and involved a partnership with Nunavik
Inuit. The design of this research incorporates Indigenous and community-based participatory

research (CBPR) methods. This kind of research works to shift power from the researcher to the
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community and has emerged as a means of mitigating harm and producing research and
relationships that are respectful, appropriate, and reciprocal. This shift from researcher-as-expert
to community partnership and ownership has occurred largely due to the efforts of Indigenous
peoples to regain control over their land, knowledge, cultures, and histories (Brunet et al., 2016).
Wilson (2008) describes Indigenous research methodologies as being relational (within and
between humans and non-humans) and emphasizes the need for research to be accountable to
relationships above other metrics commonly used in academic work. Wilson explains, “right or
wrong; validity; statistically significant; worthy or unworthy: value judgements lose their
meaning. What is more important and meaningful is fulfilling a role and obligations in the
research relationship” (p. 77). Bull describes the importance of developing authentic
relationships, which requires researchers to actively reflect on the power that researchers wield
and employ methods that return that power to Indigenous communities to promote community
ownership, access, and control of information (Bull, 2010). In Fletcher et al.’s discussion of
authentic relationships in research, they stress reciprocity as a key component of ethical research
with communities (Fletcher, Hibbert, Hammer, & Labouceur, 2016). Specifically, they describe
reciprocal capacity building, which involves co-learning and benefits for both researcher and

community (Fletcher et al., 2016).

Community based research aims to develop questions, priorities, methods, and outcomes
with communities to produce mutual benefits; often this involves early engagement and
answering questions that the community already has as opposed to questions that come from
academic literature (Brunet et al., 2016; Castleden et al., 2012; Saxinger & First Nation of Na-
Cho Nyak Dun, 2018; Tondu et al., 2014). The goals of community-based methodologies are to

engage in reciprocal research, develop culturally appropriate methods, and honour the process of
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doing research as much as the products that research may lead to (Shiu-Thornton, 2003). Here,
research is judged more so on how communities are engaged with, their ability to influence the
research process, and the contributions that research makes to community capacity building and
social/political change, and less so on immediate research outputs and publications (Coombes et
al., 2014; Pain & Francis, 2003). Just as | will argue throughout this thesis that Inuit must be
involved in the process of planning for mine closure, it is also critical to give over control of the
research planning process to the communities most impacted by my research to ensure they get

value from it.

1.4.1. The Raglan Mine Closure Plan Sub-committee

This research emerged from an existing relationship between the Raglan closure sub-
committee, the Towards Environmentally Responsible Resource Extraction Network (TERRE-
NET, which facilitates mine remediation research and funded this work), and my supervisor (Dr.
Arn Keeling) who is a member of both TERRE-NET and the closure sub-committee. One of the
sub-committee’s goals established at their first meeting in 2018 is to increase members’ expertise
in mine closure and remediation, and | was invited to attend these meetings as a guest and

student to contribute to this goal through my research activities.

| attended closure sub-committee meetings from December 2018-July 2020,%* where my
role as a researcher was to develop and execute a research plan in consultation with sub-
committee members that would address questions they had about mine closure. My primary
objective was to ensure that my research was not simply done for the sake of filling academic

gaps or observing novel closure planning strategies, but that my work benefited the closure sub-

2L These are usually two to three day in-person meetings in Montreal, Québec City, or at the Raglan Mine site.
However, the February and August 2020 meetings were held remotely due to the travel restrictions related to
COVID-19.
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committee, the communities of Salluit and Kangigsujuag, and the region of Nunavik in practical,

demonstrable ways.

In October 2018, | was introduced to some of the closure sub-committee members via
conference call, during which we discussed possible research directions. In December 2018, |
attended a closure sub-committee meeting and was formally introduced to all members. We
again discussed possible research directions, and the input received was used to develop a
research proposal that was then presented at the following meeting in February 2019, which

received approval from the sub-committee.

The initial discussion in 2018 focused on community workshops as a main method for my
research, but it was explained to me by Inuit representatives that the communities were not ready
to host more researchers. While all members were supportive of more research being done to
facilitate their work, they explained that they host many researchers each year and it becomes a
burden for these small communities. They cited limited housing resources, research fatigue, and
the unequal benefits for Inuit who assist in research as reasons for being hesitant to welcome
more researchers into their community. Based on this feedback, it was agreed that my work
should occur outside of the communities and focus on the larger-scale government and industry

practices instead of requesting participation and knowledge from community members.

This shift in focus to industry and government inquiry allowed me to support a broader
effort to build local capacity around mine remediation, rather than drawing on community
resources. Investigating industry practices would provide insight into what other companies
operating in the North are doing to address community engagement and the inclusion of socio-
economic factors in mine closure. This was of particular importance to sub-committee members,
as the lack of imagination and engagement in closure planning has come up several times across
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multiple meetings. The current closure plan for Raglan Mine is primarily an engineering
document, and so it was sometimes difficult for sub-committee members to envision what this
closure plan could look like with community input. Questions such as ‘where would community
knowledge go’ and ‘what community knowledge is relevant to mine closure’ were raised several
times with no clear answer given. Across Northern jurisdictions and between individual
companies there are different requirements, agreements, practices, and philosophies for
involving communities in closure planning. By collecting other mine closure plans it is possible
to provide the sub-committee with a sense of what other engagement practices exist, and how
other companies and communities have answered these kinds of questions. Regardless of
whether the examples are objectively good or bad, they contribute to a greater understanding of

what is possible.

Once this new research approach was approved by the sub-committee, | moved forward
with the data collection phase of the research and continued to attend closure sub-committee
meetings. My attendance at subsequent meetings (December 2019, February 2020, and July
2020, plus additional conference calls in between) was an opportunity to engage in ongoing
conversation with the Inuit parties of the sub-committee to make sure that my work continued
moving in a direction that suited their needs. | received guidance and could adjust my activities
when necessary. We also discussed the best methods for communicating my results, both to the
sub-committee and the communities. To further contribute to the sub-committee, | also provided
some administrative assistance. | served as note taker during meetings, compiled meeting
minutes, kept their file storage system up to date, and kept track of actions that needed
completing. As part of a MITACS Accelerate internship, | completed additional report writing

for the closure sub-committee from November 2019-January 2020.
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While the ethics that underpin this research come from Indigenous and community-based
research methodologies, the work 1 did does not look like standard community-based research. It
did not take place within communities or with an Indigenous organization;? rather, it only
involved residents of Nunavik who are members of the sub-committee, and there was minimal
travel to the North. The design of this work reflected an act of refusal by the Inuit parties of the
closure sub-committee based on the knowledge they have about their own communities. Tuck
and Yang (2014) describe refusal not as simply saying no, but shifting to questions or ideas that
have not yet been acknowledged. It is an act of agency that takes the focus and pressure off of
individuals who are marginalized, oppressed, or lacking power (Tuck & Yang, 2014; Zahara,
2016). Involving communities in every stage of research can be labour intensive, and there may
not be room to shift human capacity and resources into a research project, in which case the best
thing to do may be for the researcher to step away from the community and the ideals promoted

by institutional research ethics boards (Desbiens, 2010; Koster et al., 2012).

In addition, research that sought interviews from residents of Salluit and Kangiqgsujuag
with regard to their values and priorities for mine closure had previously been conducted in 2018
by another TERRE-NET student working with the closure sub-committee. Instead of returning to
the communities to do additional interviews and workshops with residents, it made more sense to
address the remaining need for information about closure governance and industry practices.
Ethical and appropriate research, in this case, manifested as community oversight and approval,
but not direct involvement or participation in data collection. Instead, I chose to ‘study up’ and

focus my attention on systems, structures, and power relations (Becker & Aiello, 2013; Zahara,

22 While the closure sub-committee has Inuit representatives, it is not an Inuit organization. It is a private partnership
between Salluit, Kangigsujuaq, Makivik, and Raglan Mine.
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2016), and collect data from the plethora of information that exists in grey literature and with
experts who do not necessarily live in the communities. Through such a strategy, research needs
can be met by engaging with those in power and critical knowledge can be gained from a

distance.

1.4.2. Research Methods

This research used qualitative methods, including participant observation, document
analysis, and semi-structured interviews. Document analysis involved the comparison of ten
closure plans from mines operating in Northern Canada. During closure sub-committee
meetings, members expressed on multiple occasions that they have difficulty imagining how
community knowledge could be incorporated into a closure plan, or if a closure plan is the right
place for community knowledge and less technical, scientific topics at all. Practices and
knowledge about community engagement in closure planning vary widely between companies
and locations, and consultants hired for developing closure plans typically specialize in
engineering and physical mine remediation, not community engagement and IK. Therefore, it
was agreed during the February 2019 sub-committee meeting that it would be helpful to compare
mine closure plans from multiple sites to learn from their successes, challenges, and
shortcomings. Those lessons can then inform the ongoing review and development of Raglan
Mine’s next closure plan. Additionally, semi-structured interviews with government and industry
actors in Nunavik and an examination of policy documents was agreed upon to contribute to the
sub-committee’s knowledge about the systems and regulations governing mine closure in
Nunavik. The results are meant to contribute to the expertise of the closure sub-committee and
assist in the closure planning process for Raglan Mine. Greater detail about these methods is

provided in chapters three and four.
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Participant observation supplemented my knowledge about the mining environment in
Nunavik. This aspect of my research methods contributed to my own understanding of the
relationships and attitudes relating to the mining industry in Nunavik. Participant observation
allows a researcher to be directly involved in the activities of a particular group of people and
provides valuable insight into how those activities are executed and why they occur, especially in
cases (like the unique work of the sub-committee) where the task being observed is not well-
known and typically not observed by outsiders (Guest, Namey, & Mitchell, 2017; Jorgensen,
1989). Actively participating in the activities of a group produces tacit knowledge, a type of
knowing that is difficult to communicate verbally or in writing and is therefore challenging to
access through other research methods like formal interviews or surveys (DeWalt & DeWalt,
2010). This tacit knowledge about a group can act as data in its own right but can also inform
other research activities and ensure the accuracy and effectiveness of other methods being used
and questions being asked. It allows for a more nuanced and contextual understanding of how

mine closure and remediation practices happen on the ground.

In addition to the closure sub-committee meetings (December 2018, February 2019,
December 2019, and July 2020) I attended the Nunavik Mining Workshop in April/May 2019.23
The Nunavik Mining Workshop is an annual event held in Kuujjuaq that gathers local and
regional authorities, community members, and representatives from mining and mine exploration
companies active in the region. This event is meant to bring different parties together to discuss
activities in the region, focusing on industry actors giving updates about their current and

anticipated future projects. Employees from provincial and federal governments and university

23| had originally planned to attend this workshop again in 2020 to present my research findings, meet with
participants again, and validate results. Unfortunately, due to the widespread shutdowns associated with COVID-19,
the 2020 Nunavik Mining Workshop was cancelled. Results will still be provided to research participants and
relevant authorities, but another method will be chosen that does not require in-person contact.
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researchers may also present information on relevant projects. | attended as a researcher and
presented my research proposal. | also used this event and my two-week stay in Kuujjuaq to
meet industry and government representatives, learn about the mining context in Nunavik, and
recruit interview participants. Some of my time was dedicated to conducting formal interviews,
but much of the time was spent having informal conversations with people working in Nunavik
who shared valuable information about the nuances of governance in the region. I did not record
any of these events other than with hand-written notes, and quotations by any attendees or
presenters are not included in this thesis. Names of most closure sub-committee members and
Nunavik Mining Workshop presenters and attendees are publicly available, but they are not

included in this thesis.

1.5. Thesis Overview

This research examines how mine closure is being planned for across Northern Canada
and in Nunavik, Québec, focusing on the socio-economic aspects of closure and how Indigenous
communities are being included in this process. The remainder of the thesis is separated into four
chapters. In Chapter Two, | present a critical literature review and context for my research. |
discuss the varied impacts that small and remote communities have experienced when a nearby
mine closes, including those related to environmental change, social disruption, and economic
decline. | then discuss the unique ways that Indigenous peoples in Northern Canada have
experienced mine closure, which can negatively impact traditional land-based economies, social
organization, and cultural reproduction. As will be discussed in Chapter Two, understandings of
closure and remediation differ between scientists, companies, governments, and communities,
but not all understandings and knowledge are given the same weight. Scientists and engineers are

sought out for their expertise, while TK is tokenized, and community input is confined to
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describing the natural environment. Because of the varied perspectives on closure and unequal
power relations, community engagement and direct involvement in closure planning is critical.
While few examples of community engaged closure planning exist, this chapter will discuss
community engagement with Indigenous peoples broadly, why it is so important, the challenges
that exist, and the benefits it can lead to if done well. Community engagement can ensure that a
wider scope of issues is addressed in closure planning, but only if practitioners can overcome

those challenges.

Chapter Three uses a detailed document analysis of mine closure plans to examine
closure planning strategies for mines operating in Northern Canada. More specifically, this
chapter details the overlapping and diverging contents of ten closure plans from across the North,
describing how each mine site is engaging with nearby Indigenous communities, incorporating
their knowledge and concerns into the closure plan, and accounting for the socio-economic
impacts of mine closure. Overall, these closure plans do not effectively describe how they are
currently or have in the past engaged with communities, and it is unclear how engagement has
led to practical changes in the closure plan. Socio-economic impacts are largely absent from
these documents, despite the purpose of a closure plan being to explain how the company will
mitigate risks to humans and the environment. Where socio-economic impacts are discussed,
they may not be related to closure and remediation, or are deemed not significant, thus requiring
no mitigation. There are differences between territorial and provincial closure plans, which are in
part explained by differences in closure regulations between jurisdictions. However, even within
the same territory there are substantial differences between closure plans from different
companies, so company practices are also a factor in explaining the differences between

companies.
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In Chapter Four, | focus my analysis on Nunavik, using interviews with government
employees and mine executives, and an examination of provincial and regional policy and
guidance documents. This chapter explains how mine closure is governed in Nunavik, what
knowledge influences closure governance and decision making, and what gaps exist that may
limit the scope of issues being addressed and how effectively and consistently Inuit are able to
participate in closure planning. | argue that provincial regulations do not adequately account for
the socio-economic aspects of closure and are not explicit enough in their requirements for
community engaged closure planning. Regional-level authorities have little influence over mine
closure, which tends to be limited to front-end processes, like IBA negotiations and ESIAs. Few
mechanisms exist to ensure the same level of regional and local government involvement later in
a mine’s life. Interview participants expressed confidence in the KEQC’s role in impact
assessments and closure plan reviews, as well as in newer regulations like financial security
requirements. Furthermore, they explained past failures, like Asbestos Hill, as being the result of
regulatory failures that have since been corrected. However, the closure plans for the two
operating mines in Nunavik do little to engage with Inuit Qaujimajatugangit? (1Q) or address
socio-economic impacts, and closure policies and guidelines focus almost exclusively on
physical remediation at the neglect of social, economic, and cultural aspects of closure. The
Raglan closure sub-committee has a strong potential to fill many of the gaps left by government,

but other companies are not being held to these same standards.

Finally, Chapter Five summarizes and connects the findings of this research to
demonstrate that, despite the growing recognition of important socio-economic impacts of mine

closure and the existence of international and national guidelines for social and community

24 Inuit traditional knowledge, institutions, and technology
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engaged mine closure, planning practices and governance still have many gaps that must be
filled to produce better outcomes for Northern communities. Across the North, community
engagement strategies are vague, and the socio-economic aspects of closure often go
unacknowledged in closure plans and government regulations. Good examples of closure
planning practices do exist: companies operating in the Northwest Territories appear to be
putting effort in to engage community knowledge in closure planning, and the Raglan closure
sub-committee has created a direct and consistent avenue for communities to be involved in the
closure of Raglan Mine. While these strategies can influence other companies’ practices, the
absence of clear and detailed guidelines from regulatory authorities means that it is left to private
interests to decide whether or not, and to what degree, they wish to be good corporate citizens.
For mine closure to be successful in a Northern context and to meet Inuit needs and visions of
their future, it must incorporate Inuit knowledge and emerge from Inuit values and priorities. In
Nunavik and in the North more broadly it does not appear that industry or government are
guaranteeing this inclusion, despite all the claims made by both public and private actors on how

closure planning has been improved.

1.6. Co-authorship Statement

Chapter Three is co-authored by Dr. Arn Keeling and myself (Miranda Monosky) and
was accepted for publication in the Journal of Environmental Management in August 2020. The
research design was co-designed by both authors, and | was responsible for data collection and
analysis with guidance from Dr. Keeling. I wrote the drafts of this chapter and Dr. Keeling
provided revisions and approved the final manuscript for publication. The thesis version differs

from the publication in some minor ways: the introduction and literature review was removed
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from the thesis version to avoid repetition from other chapters, and the results and discussion

were expanded on to include greater detail than what was submitted for publication.
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CHAPTER TWO:
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Introduction

To fully understand mine closure and remediation in northern Canada, the social,
economic and cultural impacts to northern and Indigenous residents must be considered and put
into a larger historical context that accounts for the ways that settler colonialism and
environmental injustice has shaped, and continues to shape, northern environments and
relationships. This literature review will do this by explaining the many definitions and
perspectives on mine closure, paying particular attention to northern and Indigenous experiences
and the nuanced and ever-evolving relationships between Indigenous peoples, government, and
the mine industry. It will also identify gaps in this literature to highlight how this research

contributes to mine closure scholarship.

I will begin by tracing a synopsis of the ways in which mining and settler colonialism are
inseparable in Canada. | will then provide an overview of the many possible environmental,
social, and economic impacts of mine closure, as well as the particular impacts experienced by
Indigenous peoples in Canada. Many Indigenous communities have collectively engaged with
the mining industry to both resist (to protect their lands and peoples) and utilize (to benefit and
improve their quality of life) new mining projects. A clear understanding of the myriad human
impacts felt by mine closure is essential for framing the results discussed in Chapter Three,
which explores whether or not and how the industry is accounting for these kinds of issues.
Lastly, I will explore the kinds of relationships that exist between communities and industry, and
the negotiations and formal agreements that come from these relationships. I account for the
different challenges and opportunities that exist for community-engaged mine closure planning,

and how mine closure planning could unfold in the future with the right resources and support
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for northern and Indigenous communities. This latter section will provide the background
necessary for Chapter Four, which explores how different levels of government in Nunavik,

Québec are facilitating the involvement of Inuit communities in mine closure planning.

2.2. Mining and Settler Colonialism

In Canada, mineral extraction and settler colonialism are inextricably linked, with the
former being a tool to facilitate the removal of Indigenous 